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Esquire 

Drake  Blv 


Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
California  State  Bar  No.  107601 
HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 
Telephone:  (415)  258-0360 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.0.  BOX  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
(310)  459-4745 


RECEIVED 
APR  0  5  1993 
HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Attorneys  for  Defendant 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


ORIGIN 

APR  0  1  1993 

LOS  ANGELES 
SUPERIOR  COURT 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation; 

Plaintiffs, 

vs . 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive, 

Defendants . 


NO.  BC  052395 


NOTICE  OF  RULING  ON  DEFENDANT 
ARMSTRONG'S  MOTION  FOR  STAY  OF 
PROCEEDINGS 


Discovery  Cut  Off:  Vacated 
Motion  Cut  Off:  Vacated 
Trial  Date:  Vacated 


On  March  23,  1993,  the  motion  by  Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong 
for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  or  in  the  alternative,  for  an  extension 
of  time  to  oppose  motions  for  summary  adjudication,  came  before 


Department  30  of  the  above-entitled  Court,  the  Honorable  David  A. 
Horowitz,  presiding.  Plaintiff  Church  of  Scientology 


International  was  represented  by  Wilson,  Ryan  &  Campilongo,  Andrew 
H.  Wilson  appearing,  and  by  Bowles  &  Moxon,  Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
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appearing.  Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong  was  represented  by  Ford 
Greene.  After  consideration  of  all  the  papers  filed  in  support  of 
and  in  opposition  to  Defendant  Armstrong's  motion  and  after 
considering  the  arguments  of  counsel,  the  Court  ordered  as 
follows : 

1.  Defendant's  motion  for  stay  of  proceedings  in  Department 
30  of  the  trial  court  is  GRANTED  on  the  grounds  set  forth  in  the 
Court's  Minute  Order  issued  March  23,  1993,  a  true  and  correct 
copy  of  which  is  attached  hereto  and  incorporated  herein  by 
reference . 

2.  Counsel  are  ORDERED  to  report,  in  writing,  any  decision 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  to  Department  30  within  one  day  of  the 
issuance  of  the  opinion  on  Defendant  Armstrong's  appeal  of  the 
preliminary  injunction  issued  by  the  Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian 
on  May  28 ,  1992 . 

3.  Any  and  all  matters  set  in  Department  30,  including  but 
not  limited  to  the  motions  set  for  March  31,  1993,  the  Final 
Status  Conference  of  April  23,  1993,  and  Trial  of  May  3,  1993,  are 
advanced  and  VACATED. 

4.  Defendant  is  to  give  notice. 

DATED:  March  26,  1993 


PAUL  MORANTZ 
Attorneys  for  Defendant 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 

am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 

entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis  Drake 

Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  NOTICE  OF  RULING  ON  DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG'S  MOTION 

FOR  STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS 

on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 

a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 

thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 

San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  Wilson,  Esquire 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450 
San  Francisco,  California  94104 

LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 

[x]  (By  Mail)  I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 

fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 

[x]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 

laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 


DATED:  March  26,  1993 
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DEPT.  30 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 

Date:  March  23,  1993 


Honorable 

DAVID  A.  HOROWITZ 

,  Judge 

S.  ROBLES 

,  Deputy  Clerk 

8 

C.  AGUIRRE 

,  Deputy  Sheriff 
,  C.  S.  L. 

B.  CHARLINE  HOWELL 

,  Reporter 
,  E/R  Monitor 

BC  052  395  (Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY,  ETC 
VS 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


Counsel  For  LAURIE  BARTILSON  (x) 

Plaintiff  ANDREW  WILSON  (x) 

Counsel  For  FORD  GREENE  (X) 

Defendant 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS: 

MOTION  OF  DEFENDNAT,  GERALD  ARMSTRONG,  FOR  STAY  OR  IN  THE  ALTERNATIVE, 
FOR  AN  EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY  ADJUDICATION; 


D,  Mot  for  stay  of  proceedings  GRANTED.  The  action  is  stayed  under  CCP 
916.  Counsel  are  ordered  to  report  any  decision  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
to  this  Department,  in  writing,  within  one  day  of  the  issuance  of  the 
opinion  so  that  this  Court  may  lift  the  stay. 

"...  an  appeal  stays  proceedings  in  the  trial  court  upon  the  . . order 
appealed  from  or  upon  the  matters  embraced  therein  or  affected 
thereby..."  CCP  916.  As  the  Church  has  stated  in  its  Summary 
Adjudication  motions,  "The  facts  are  undisputed,  however,  that  Armstrong 
has  breached  the  Agreement  repeatedly  and  deliberately.  Because  of 
these  breaches,  a  preliminary  injunction  was  issued  by  the  Court  on  May 
28,  1992."  Obviously,  the  validity  of  the  Agreement  is  the  basis  for 
the  preliminary  injunction.  One  of  the  basis  for  the  appeal  is  an 
attack  on  the  legality  and  validity  of  the  Agreement. 

The  central  issue  of  this  case  is  the  legality  and  validity  of  the 
Agreement.  The  Court  of  Appeal  could  certainly  reach  that  issue  in  its 
determination  of  the  validity  of  the  injunction.  If  it  does,  that 
ruling  could  be  determinative  of  many  of  the  issues  of  this  case.  It 
makes  no  sense  to  proceed  with  this  matter  until  the  Court  of  Appeal 
makes  its  ruling. 

Any  and  all  matters  set  in  this  department,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  Motions  set  for  3/31/93,  the  Final  Status  Conference  of  4/23/93  and 
the  Trial  of  5/3/93,  are  each  advanced  and  vacated. 

Defendant  shall  give  notice. 


*  >  * 


Minutes  Entered:  March  23,  1993 


Dept.  30 


